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Background
 There is an increasing number of ranking methods used to elicit stated preferences:
 Discrete choice experiments (DCE)
 Time trade-off (TTO)
 Standard gamble (SG)
 Best-Worst Scaling (BWS)
 Although TTO and SG are the most preferred and established choice-based format 
methods used within health and policy research, recent literature argues that the BWS 
task is easier and elicits a more informative and efficient preference ranking method 
within each situation (Whitty et al., 2014)
Background
 BWS is used increasingly in the context of health, such as valuing health 
and quality of life states (e.g. Lancsar & Louviere, 2006; Netten et al., 2012; Ryan et al., 2009; Whitty 
et al., 2014)
 BWS assumes rational responses, i.e. complete, transitive, (monotonic, & 
continuous) (Ryan et al., 2009)
 However, little is known about how people make decisions within BWS in 
the context of valuing health and quality of life states
Aim of the current study
 Aims
 To provide a deeper understanding of the acceptability, feasibility and validity 
of the BWS task for valuing quality of life states
I. ValidityÆ Do people have complete and continuous preferences for quality of life 
states?
II. Is the BWS technique acceptable and feasible for valuing health / quality of life states?
 We hoped to provide evidence to help guide data collection and 
analysis for preference studies generally and for the EXCELC project
Methods
 BWS (Flynn, 2010; Flynn et al., 2007):
 Two experiments: 
 ASCOT-S: 8 questions covering 8 different attributes 
 ASCOT-C: 7 questions covering 7 different attributes
 Each experiment followed a fractional-factorial orthogonal main effects plan with 32 
choice situations, split into 4 blocks of 8 tasks
 Due to a small number of participants, each of the four blocks of 8 tasks for each 
study were only shown to a small subset of participants. One additional task was also 
included for each block to assess completeness (9 tasks shown to each participant).
 ASCOT-S: 8 interviews 
 ASCOT-C: 12 interviews
Methods
 BWS:
An example of a BWS task using the wording from the ASCOT service user instrument
Methods
 Verbal protocol analysis (Boyatzis, 1998; Braun & Clarke, 2006; Willis, 2015)
 Interviews were conducted in a private room at the university campus
 Participants instructed to complete the BWS experiment on the computer
 Think aloud methods: describe thoughts while completing the task
 Some concurrent probing if participant fell silent, and retrospective probing after 
completion
 Audio-recorded, transcribed & coded using thematic analysis
 Participants: 
 Males and females from the University of Kent campus
 Students and University of Kent Staff members
 18 years old or above
 English as a native language
Results: Acceptability & Feasibility
 An underlying theme that emerged amongst participants was whether they were able to accept 
the principle of putting themselves into the hypothetical situations while completing the BWS 
task
 “zĞĂŚ ?ƐŽ/ ?ŵũƵƐƚŝŵĂŐŝŶŝŶŐŝĨ/ĂŵĂƚƚŚŝƐƐƚĂŐĞǁŚĞƌĞ/ĐĂŶ ?ƚĚŽĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐĨŽƌŵǇƐĞůĨ ?/ƐŽƌƚŽĨĐĂŶŝŵĂŐŝŶĞŵǇƐĞůĨŝŶƚŚĞŬŝƚĐŚĞŶ ?/ĚŽŶ ?ƚŬŶŽǁǁŚǇ/ ?ŵũƵƐƚƐŽƌƚ ĨŝŵĂŐŝŶŝŶŐŵǇƐĞůĨƚŚĞƌĞ ? ?WĂƵƐĞ ?/ƚ ?ĚƚĂŬĞĂůŽƚůŽŶŐĞƌƚŽĚŽĂůŽƚƚĂƐŬƐ ?ũƵƐƚůŝŬĞŐĞƚƚŝŶŐƵƉĂŶĚŐŽŝŶŐƚŽďĞĚĂŶĚƚŚŝŶŐƐ ? ?(P8)
 “/ƚŐĞƚƐƋƵŝƚĞŽǀĞƌǁŚĞůŵŝŶŐ ?ĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐƚŚĞĞŝŐŚƚ ?/  ƐůŝŬĞǁĂƚĐŚŝŶŐƚŚĞƐĂŵĞŵŽǀŝĞĞŝŐŚƚƚŝŵĞƐŝŶĂƌŽǁďƵƚŝƚ ?ƐŽŶůǇƐůŝŐŚƚůǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚĞĂĐŚƚŝŵĞĂŶĚŝƚ ?ƐůŝŬĞ/ ?ŵƚƌǇŝŶŐƚŽĨŝŶĚ ?ŽŬĂǇ ?ǁŚĞƌĞ ?ƐƚŚĞĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ?Ƶƚ/ ?ŵŶŽƚƚƌǇŝŶŐ
to do that but, erm ?ŝƚďĞĐŽŵĞƐĂĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚƚĂƐŬƚŽƌĞŵĞŵďĞƌ/ ?ŵƚƌǇŝŶŐƚŽƚŚŝŶŬ/ ?ŵĂcarer.  zĞĂŚ ?/ƚ ?ƐůŝŬĞ
groundhog day ? ?(P1)
 In order to accept the principle of putting themselves into these situations, some drew from 
personal experiences, either drawing from their own situations or from ƚŚŽƐĞŽĨƚŚĞŝƌůŽǀĞĚŽŶĞƐ ?
situations
 “/ ?ŵũƵƐƚŐŽŝŶŐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŝŵĂŐŝŶĞǇŽƵ ?ƌĞŝŶĂƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶǁŚĞƌĞǇŽƵ ?ƌĞŚĞůƉŝŶŐĂŶĚĐĂƌŝŶŐĨŽƌƐŽŵĞŽŶĞǁŚŽŝƐŶŽůŽŶŐĞƌĂďůĞƚŽĐĂƌĞĨŽƌƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ ?tĞůů/ĚŽŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞƚŽƚŚŝŶŬƚŽŽŚĂƌĚĂďŽƵƚƚŚĂƚ ?/ŚĂǀĞĂŶŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚďƵƚ ? ?
year old mother who lives a distance away, lives by herself, will not have--, come and live with my wife and I, but I ĂůƐŽŚĞůƉĞĚĐĂƌĞĨŽƌŵǇĨĂƚŚĞƌďĞĨŽƌĞŚĞĚŝĞĚĂŶĚŚĞŚĂĚWĂƌŬŝŶƐŽŶ ?ƐĚŝƐĞĂƐĞ ? ?WĂƵƐĞ ?>ŝĨĞŵĂǇďĞĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ?/ƚĐĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇŝƐĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ?/ƚƚŚƌŽǁƐĂĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞůǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚƐƉĂŶŶĞƌŝŶƚŽƚŚĞǁŽƌŬƐ/ĐĂŶƚĞůůǇŽƵ ? ?(P15) 
Results: Acceptability & Feasibility
 The priming of the hypothetical quality of life states was also of interest-
some participants imagined being / caring for someone who is older, others 
imagined someone who is younger and with illness or accident: 
 “/ũƵƐƚŝŵĂŐŝŶĞŝĨ/ǁĂƐ ? ?ŽƌƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐŝƚ ?ƐƉƌŽďĂďůǇƚŚĞůĂƐƚƚŚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ ?ƐŐŽŝŶŐƚŽƌĞĂůůǇ
matter to me is how present-- ?ďƵƚŝĨǇŽƵ ?ƌĞƐŽŵĞŽŶĞǁŚŽ ?ƐǇŽƵŶŐĞƌƚŚĞŶƚŚĂƚ ?ƐƉƌŽďĂďůǇƐƚŝůůŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ?^ŽŝƚĚĞƉĞŶĚƐ ?/ŵĞĂŶĨŽƌŵĞďĞĐĂƵƐĞ/ǁĂƐƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐŽĨƐŽŵĞŽŶĞǁŚŽ ?ƐĞůĚĞƌůǇƚŚĂƚ ?ƐǁŚǇ/ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ ? ?(P1)
 “^Ž/ƐŚŽƵůĚŝŵĂŐŝŶĞ/ ?ŵŝŶĂƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶǁŚĞƌĞŝůůŶĞƐƐ ?ĂĐĐŝĚĞŶƚŽƌŽůĚĂŐĞ/ ?ŵŶŽůŽŶŐĞƌĂďůĞƚŽĚŽĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ/ŵŝŐŚƚĞǆƉĞĐƚŵǇƐĞůĨǁŝƚŚŽƵƚƐŽŵĞĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ? ?ŽŬĂǇ ?KŬĂǇ ?ŝůůŶĞƐƐ ?ĂĐĐŝĚĞŶƚŽƌŽůĚĂŐĞ ?KŬĂǇ ?/ĐĂŶŝŵĂŐŝŶĞƚŚĂƚďĞĐĂƵƐĞ/ƌĞĐĞŶƚůǇŵĞƐƐĞĚƵƉŵǇďĂĐŬƐŽŝƚ ?ƐĞĂƐǇƚŽŝŵĂŐŝŶĞ ?ůĂƵŐŚƐ ?ƚŚĂƚŬŝŶĚŽĨůŝĨĞƐƚǇůĞ ? ?(P4)
 “ƌĞǁĞƚĂůŬŝŶŐĂďŽƵƚĐĂƌŝŶŐĨŽƌƐŽŵĞŽŶĞǁŚŽŚĂƐĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇŽƌƐŽŵĞŽŶĞǁŚŽĚŽĞƐŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞ
capacity because that would be different?  I would give different answers for each one ? ?
(P10)
Results: Acceptability & Feasibility
 Some participants reflected on the level of difficulty of the task
 “/ ?ŵlooking forward to the next question  ?ĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚŝƐŽŶĞ ?ƐŐŽŝŶŐƚŽďĞĞǀĞŶŚĂƌĚĞƌƚƌǇŝŶŐƚŽĞĂƐĞŽƵƚǁŚŝĐŚŝƐŵǇƐĞĐŽŶĚďĞƐƚĂŶĚǁŽƌƐƚ ? ?WĂƵƐĞ ? ?ŶĚ/ ?ŵŶŽƚůŽŽŬŝŶŐĨŽƌǁĂƌĚƚŽƚŚĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶĂĨƚĞƌƚŚŝƐ ?ĐĂƵƐĞ ŝƚ ?ƐŐŽŝŶŐƚŽďĞĞǀĞŶŚĂƌĚĞƌŝƐŶ ?ƚŝƚ ? ?(P17)
 “ ?ŝĚyou find it easy or difficult to complete the best/worst exercises ? ?/ƚwas fairly easy for me 
because I know from what I value and there were some where you had to think about it quite a ďŝƚ ? ?
(P20)
 Some participants reflected on their level of certainty of the task and whether they were 
doing the task correctly:
 “ŶĚ ?ǇĞĂŚ ?/ƚŚŝŶŬŝƚ ?ƐŐŽŝŶŐƚŽďĞƉƌĞƚƚǇƐƚƌĂŝŐŚƚĨŽƌǁĂƌĚĂƚƚŚŝƐƉŽŝŶƚ ?ĨĞĞůŝŶŐĨĂŝƌůǇĐŽŶĨŝĚĞŶƚ ? ?(P3)
 “/ ?ŵŶŽƚƐƵƌĞĂŐĂŝŶŝĨ/ ?ŵĨŝůůŝŶŐŝƚŽƵƚƌŝŐŚƚ ?/ ?ŵƌĞĂůůǇŶŽƚĐŽŶĨŝĚĞŶƚƚŚĂƚ/ ?ŵĨŝůůŝŶŐƚŚŝƐŽƵƚŝŶƚŚĞƌŝŐŚƚǁĂǇďƵƚ/ ?ŵŐŽŝŶŐƚŽŐŽǁŝƚŚŝƚ ? ?(P9)
Results: Acceptability & Feasibility
 Some participants seemed to find the task tedious. This was shown through reflections on the 
length of the task and the repetitiveness of the task:
Length
 “dŚĞƌĞ ?Ɛso many questions ? ?(P1) 
 “/ ?ŵůŽŽŬŝŶŐůŝŬĞ/ ?ŵŶĞĂƌůǇŚĂůĨǁĂǇƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ?^Ž/ ?ŵĨĞĞůŝŶŐůŝŬĞƚŚŝƐŝƐƋƵŝƚĞĂůŽŶŐƐƵƌǀĞǇ ?ůĂƵŐŚƐ ?ĂƚƚŚŝƐƉŽŝŶƚ ?/
might have been a bit--, if at home I might have thought how long--, how much longer is this going [laughs] to ŐŽŽŶƚŽďĞĨĂŝƌ ?/ƚĨĞĞůƐƋƵŝƚĞůŽŶŐŽŶůǇďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞǀĞƌǇƐŝŵŝůĂƌƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐĂŶĚƚŚĞĨŽƌŵĂƚŝƐƚŚĞƐĂŵĞĂŶĚ/ǁŽƵůĚƐĂǇĂƚƚŚŝƐƐƚĂŐĞůŽŽŬŝŶŐĂƚďĞŝŶŐŶŽƚĞǀĞŶŚĂůĨǁĂǇƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ/ ?ŵƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐŚĂǀĞ/ŐŽƚĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ ? ?ŵŝŶƵƚĞƐŽĨ
this similar type of questioning?  I might be a bit bored and I might not want to continue, but I will continue ? ?
(P9)
Repetitiveness
 “dŚĞǇ ?ƌĞĂůůƋƵŝƚĞƐŝŵŝůĂƌƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐĂƌĞŶ ?ƚƚŚĞǇ ? ?ĐĂƵƐĞ ƐŽŝƚ ?ƐƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶĂƚƚŚĞƚŽƉ ?ĞĂĐŚƚĂƐŬŝƐƚŚĞƐĂŵĞ ? ?/ĚŽƐŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞƚŚŝŶŐƐ/ǀĂůƵĞŽƌĞŶũŽǇ ? ?ƐŽƚŚĞǇ ?ƌ ũƵƐƚŬŝŶĚŽĨůŝŬĞŵŽǀĞĚĨƌŽŵ-- ?ŝƐƚŚĂƚƌŝŐŚƚ ?ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞũƵƐƚŬŝŶĚŽĨ
like rephrased, all the tasks are just rephrasing the question maybe ? ?(P16)
Results: Learning
 A proportion of participants showed aspects of learning of the BWS task
 “^Ž/ ?ŵƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐƚŚĂƚŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞďĞƐƚĂƐƉĞĐƚƐŽĨƚŚĂƚůŝƐƚǁŽƵůĚďĞ ?erm, hmm-- ?ƐŽ/ ?ǀĞƐĞĞǇŽƵ ?ǀĞĂĚĚĞĚŝŶ--, ƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐƐŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞŽŶĞƐĨƌŽŵďĞĨŽƌĞďƵƚƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐƐŽŵĞĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŽŶĞƐƚŚĞƌĞĂƐǁĞůů ? ?(P9)
 “KŬĂǇ ?ƐŽǁĞ ?ǀĞŐŽƚƐĞĐŽŶĚďĞƐƚĂŐĂŝŶ ?/ĨŝŶĂůůǇƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚƚŚĞƐĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ ?ůĂƵŐŚƐ ? ? ?(P4)
 A subset of participants also talked about learning of their own preferences
 “^ŽƚŚĞŶǇŽƵĐŚĂŶŐĞŬŝŶĚŽĨǁŚĂƚŽƌĚĞƌǇŽƵ ?ƌĞƉƵƚƚŝŶŐƚŚĞŵŝŶ ?^ŽƚŚĞƚĂƐŬŝƐďĂƐŝĐĂůůǇƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƚŚĞǁŚŽůĞƚŝŵĞ ? ?WĂƵƐĞ ?^ŽĐŽŶƐƚĂŶƚůǇǇŽƵ ?ƌĞŬŝŶĚŽĨůŝŬĞƌĞ-ranking certain things that I think are important.  So, like, safety and ĐŽŶƚƌŽůĂƌĞƌĞĂůůǇ ?ƌĞĂůůǇŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚƐŽƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞĐŽŶƐƚĂŶƚůǇĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐďĞƚǁĞĞŶǁŚĞƚŚĞƌƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞďĞƐƚŽƌǁŽƌƐƚŝĨƚŚĂƚŵĂŬĞƐƐĞŶƐĞ ?^ŽǁŚĞƌĞĂƐŽƚŚĞƌŽŶĞƐ/ĚŽŶ ?ƚƌĞĂůůǇĐĂƌĞƚŚĂƚŵƵĐŚĂďŽƵƚƐŽ ?erm ?ůŝŬĞ/ĚŽŶ ?ƚĨĞĞůůŝŬĞ/ ?ŵůŽŽŬŝŶŐ
after myself as well as-- ?ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐ/ĐĂŶ ?ƚůŽŽŬĂĨƚĞƌŵǇƐĞůĨǁĞůůĞŶŽƵŐŚƚŚĂƚŽŶĞĚŽĞƐŶ ?ƚƌĞĂůůǇĨĂĐƚŽƌƚŽŵĞŝŶ
comparison to feeling as safe as I want ? ?(P12)
 “/ƚ ?ƐŵĂŬŝŶŐŵĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶǁŚĂƚ/ ?ǀĞĂůƌĞĂĚǇĚŽŶĞďĞĐĂƵƐĞŝƚ ?ƐƐŽƌƚŽĨƉƵƚƚŝŶŐŝƚŝŶĂĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚǁĂǇ ?ŵĂŬŝŶŐǇŽƵŵĂǇďĞƌĞƚŚŝŶŬƐŽŵĞďŝƚƐ ?ďƵƚ ? ? ?/ƚŚŝŶŬŝƚĂůƐŽĚĞƉĞŶĚƐǁŚĂƚƐŽƌƚŽĨƉĞƌƐŽŶǇŽƵĂƌĞůŝŬĞǁŚĞŶǇŽƵ ?ƌĞŽůĚĞƌĂƐǁĞůů ?ĐĂƵƐĞ ǇŽƵŵŝŐŚƚŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶĂǀĞƌǇƐŽĐŝĂůƉĞƌƐŽŶŽƌǇŽƵŵŝŐŚƚŶŽƚŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶƐŽǇŽƵĚŽŶ ?ƚĂƐŵƵĐŚƐŽƌƚŽĨ ?ĂƐ













ASCOT-S-B1 ASCOT-S-B2 ASCOT-S-B3 ASCOT-S-B4 ASCOT-C-B1 ASCOT-C-B2 ASCOT-C-B3 ASCOT-C-B4
Block-task combination tested
Consistency of choices for individual block-task combinations
Identical choices Similar choices
Results: Continuity 
 Heuristics:
 Participants spoke of a number of ŚĞƵƌŝƐƚŝĐƐ ? ?ƐŚŽƌƚ-ĐƵƚƐ ? ?they reportedly used to complete the BWS task
1. Importance 
 “^ŽƚŚĞƐŽĐŝĂůĞůĞŵĞŶƚŽŶĐĞĂŐĂŝŶŝƐďĞƐƚďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĂƚ ?ƐŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ? ?(P13)
2. Strength in wording of QoL aspects
 “^ŽǁŚĂƚ ?ƐƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞ ?dŚĂƚŽŶĞ ?ƚŚĂƚŽŶĞ ?ƚŚĂƚŽŶĞ ?ŬĂǇ ?ƐŽƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂĨĞǁƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞŽŶĞƐƐƚŝůůǁŚŝƚƚůĞĚĚŽǁŶ ?/ŚĂǀĞĂƐŵƵĐŚĐŽŶƚƌŽůŽǀĞƌŵǇĚĂŝůǇůŝĨĞĂƐ/ǁĂŶƚ ?ƚŚĂƚ ?ƐƉƌĞƚƚǇŐŽŽĚ ?/ŚĂǀĞĂƐŵƵĐŚƐŽĐŝĂůĐŽŶƚĂĐƚĂƐ/ǁĂŶƚ ?ƚŚĂƚ ?ƐƉƌĞƚƚǇŐŽŽĚ ?dŚĞǁĂǇ/ ?ŵŚĞůƉĞĚƵŶĚĞƌŵŝŶĞƐ ?ŶŽ ?/ ?ŵĂďůĞƚŽĚŽĞŶŽƵŐŚŽĨƚŚĞƚŚŝŶŐƐ/ǀĂůƵĞĂŶĚĞŶũŽǇǁŝƚŚŵǇ
time.  I think as much control is going to be best.  Worst is either the not getting food and drink when you want it 
or not feeling presentable, or actually, the way-- ?ƐŽƚŚŝƐŽŶĞ ?ƐǁŽƌĚĞĚĂďŝƚŵŽƌĞƐƚƌŽŶŐůǇƚŚŝƐƚŝŵĞ ?ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞůǇ
undermines the way I think, that sounds quite ďĂĚ ? ?(P8)
3. Grouping of QoL aspects
 “dŚĞǁŽƌƐƚĨŽƌƚŚŝƐ/ĚŽŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞĂŶǇƐƉĂĐĞŽƌƚŝŵĞƚŽďĞŵǇƐĞůĨ ?ĐĂƵƐĞI think that-- ?ƚŚĞƌĞ ?Ɛ/ĨĞĞů/ ?ŵŶĞŐůĞĐƚŝŶŐŵǇƐĞůĨďƵƚ/ƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĂƚĐŽŵĞƐƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĂƚĂƐǁĞůů ?ƐŽ/ƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞƋƵŝƚĞũŽŝŶƚ ? ?(P20)
Results: Continuity
 Heuristics:
 Participants spoke of a number of ŚĞƵƌŝƐƚŝĐƐ ? ?ƐŚŽƌƚ-ĐƵƚƐ ? ?they reportedly used to 
complete the BWS task
4. Familiarity of QoL aspects
 “EŽǁůŽŽŬŝŶŐĚŽǁŶƚŚĞůŝƐƚĂŶĚǁŽƌŬŝŶŐŽƵƚŝĨ/ ?ǀĞƐĞĞŶĂŶǇŽĨƚŚĞƐĞŽƉƚŝŽŶƐďĞĨŽƌĞ ? ?
(P6)
5. Previously chosen QoL aspects
 “ ?ƚŚĞsecond worst would be, erm-- ?ĂŶĚǇŽƵ ?ǀĞŐŽƚĂŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞŽŶĞƚŚĞƌĞ/ĨĞĞůůĞƐƐ
than adequately safe.  Erm ?ƐŽ/ ?ŵŶŽƚŐŽŝŶŐƚŽƉŝĐŬƚŚĂƚŽŶĞ ?ĐĂƵƐĞI picked that one in ƚŚĞĨŝƌƐƚŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ ?/ĨĞĞů/ŚĂǀĞŶŽĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞŵĞŶƚĂŶĚƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ?^Ž/ ?ŵŐŽŝŶŐƚŽƉŝĐŬ
that as the worst.  And click on ? ?(P9)
Results: Continuity
 Trading:
 A large proportion of participants considered more than one aspect or attribute  ? ?ƚƌĂĚĞĚ-ŽĨĨ ? ?in the BWS profile, despite the use of heuristics
 “ ?/ƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĞďĞƐƚŝƐ ? ?/ŚĂǀĞĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞƐƉĂĐĞĂŶĚƚŝŵĞƚŽďĞŵǇƐĞůĨ ? ?ŝƚǁŽƵůĚĞŝƚŚĞƌďĞƚŚĂƚŽŶĞŽƌ ? ?/ŚĂǀĞĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞƐŽĐŝĂůĐŽŶƚĂĐƚǁŝƚŚƉĞŽƉůĞ ? ?ďƵƚ/ƚŚŝŶŬ ? ?ĚĞƋƵĂƚĞƐƉĂĐĞĂŶĚƚŝŵĞƚŽďĞŵǇƐĞůĨ ? ?ŵĂǇďĞŝŵƉůŝĞƐƚŚĂƚ/ĚŽŚĂǀĞƐŽĐŝĂůĐŽŶƚĂĐƚĂƐǁĞůůĂƐƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĂƚ ? ?(P18)
 Non-trading behaviour
 “/ƚŚŝŶŬĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞĐŽŶƚƌŽůŽǀĞƌŵǇĚĂŝůǇůŝĨĞƚŚĂƚ ?ƐŵŽƌĞŽǀĞƌĂƌĐŚŝŶŐƚŚĂŶƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐƐŽƚŚĂƚŽŶĞǁŽƵůĚďĞƚŚĞďĞƐƚŽĨǁŚĂƚ ?ƐůĞĨƚ ? ?(P11)
Discussion
 Overall, the tasks were found to be acceptable and feasible. However:
 Some participants needed to be able to accept the principle of putting 
themselves into the hypothetical quality of life state
 Priming tends to be very important  ?the more specific, the better
 Changes to the instructions helped with understanding of the task, 
particularly of instructions to put themselves into the imaginary state
 Some participants found the task difficult and were uncertain on whether 
they were doing the task correctly
 Some participants found the task tedious: too long & repetitive 
Discussion
 Completeness:
 High rates of inconsistency. These findings are similar to the works of Whitty et al. (2014), 
although previous work (Netten et al. 2012) suggests DCE is infeasible in this context because 
of inconsistency in situations. BWS also provides more information for a given set of choices 
compared to DCE.
 Higher consistency when 1st and 2nd choices were combined. May suggest that BWS 
preferences have high random error components.
 The 2nd task was repeated, would results be different if 4th/5th/6th task was repeated? (see 
similarity to Ryan et al. (2009) for DCE task) 
 Some participants also showed evidence of learning during the task
 Continuity:
 Participants tended to use a number of heuristics as strategies to reduce the cognitive burden 
of the task
 Regardless of the number of reported heuristics, some participants did show evidence of 
trading off between the aspects
Conclusions & Future Research
 Our findings suggest that the BWS is an acceptable and feasible task, 
but do need to make it as accessible as possible
 Formatting / adapting instructions to ensure understanding of the 
task and imaginary situations is critical > what makes the most 
difference?
 Fairly high inconsistency indicates high levels of random error > large 
samples are needed
 Length and repetitiveness of the task is a key issue, and can 
potentially be more problematic where instruments have many 
domains / levels > what is the optimum length?
Thank you very much!
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